was enacted over three hundred years ago (by the Massachusetts Bay Colony in 1641), followed by the first state anti-cruelty law in 1804, but that thirty-nine (more than eighty percent) of the existing felony anti-cruelty laws were only passed in the last fifteen years. This heightened legislative activity in the 1990s and first decade of this century suggests a pronounced fundamental, and very recent, change in the level of interest and willingness of states to address more vigorously animal abuse and neglect through the legislative process.
One theory many scholars point to as forming the basis for this recent interest and activity in anti-cruelty laws is the plethora of scientific studies demonstrating that a direct link exists between animal abuse and other forms of human violence. Over the past several years, a near constant stream of newspaper and magazine articles has presented this information to the public, 2 causing (or maybe responding to) an increased interest in animal abuse issues in communities across the country.
Even before credible scientific research findings on the subject became generally available, the link between animal abuse and human violence made intuitive sense to most people. Yet today, our knowledge of this phenomenon has more than anecdotal or intuitive bases. Sociologists, criminologists, psychologists and other scholars and practitioners have studied and documented the link, and there are now numerous peer-reviewed studies 3 exploring the "link" and its various permutations.
The first well-documented evidence of the link resulted from a study of eighty-four prison inmates. The study, conducted in the 1960s, found that seventyfive percent of those charged with violent crimes had early records of cruelty to animals. 4 Twenty years later, another study found that twenty-five percent of 152 aggressive inmates had committed five or more acts of animal cruelty as children, compared to only six percent of the nonaggressive inmates. 5 In a second study, the same researchers interviewed criminals one-on-one to obtain historical descriptions of violent acts against animals. The results provided further support for their conclusion that childhood cruelty to animals is associated with later aggressive behaviors against people. 6 A 1988 study of serial sex killers (and the largest such study to date) found that thirty-six percent admitted to committing animal cruelty as children, forty-six percent admitted to committing animal cruelty as adolescents, and thirty-six percent admitted to committing animal cruelty as adults.
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There is also a high correlation between family violence and animal cruelty.
A study in 1983 of New Jersey families referred to youth and family services for reasons of child abuse reported that sixty percent of the cases had at least one member of the household who physically abused nonhumans. Notably, it was sometimes the child acting out on the abuse that s/he had suffered. 8 eighty-six percent had multiple arrests, seventy percent had narcotics charges, sixty-five percent had been charged with violent offenses, twenty-seven percent had previous firearms charges, thirteen percent had been arrested on sex crime charges, and fifty-nine percent were alleged gang members.
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In demonstrating the syndrome of abuse, however, the 1997 study found that fifty-six percent of animal abusers who committed other crimes, committed those crimes prior to the animal offense. This finding is interesting because it does not support the previously generally accepted premise that violent individuals start by abusing animals and then graduate to human victims. Seen in this context, animal abuse is not so much the "canary in the coalmine" as it is part of an overall scheme of anti-social, community-based violence.
More recently, the Chicago Police Department studied 322 animal cruelty arrests and discovered that seventy percent of those arrested had other felony charges, including homicides; eighty-six percent had multiple arrests; seventy percent had narcotics charges; sixty-five percent had been charged with violent offenses; twenty-seven percent had previous firearms charges; thirteen percent had been arrested on sex crime charges; and fifty-nine percent were alleged gang members.
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As we learn more about this link, a number of other practical and public policy considerations also take on renewed prominence, such as the problem that reported that concern for their pets affected their decision to leave or stay with the batterer. 14 Another study similarly found that vast majorities of the women residing at domestic violence shelters were distraught about abuse experienced by family pets, and that a substantial minority delayed seeking shelter because of concerns for their pet's welfare. 15 When a woman in that situation either delays or simply refuses temporary shelter out of concern for her pets, she leaves herself, her pets, and possibly her children, in an environment where further abuse is likely to occur. In response to this problem, many communities have established programs that provide a safe, confidential home for the pet while the woman is in residence at a domestic violence shelter.
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The net result of this research-and its dissemination to the public-is a heightened understanding of the importance of combating violent crime wherever it occurs, and against whomever it occurs. State and federal law enforcement now routinely examine whether animal cruelty was involved in other violent criminal activity, as this information provides important clues to identifying the wrongdoer, and can provide prosecutors with additional options for criminal charging, pleabargaining, and sentencing recommendations.
Taking animal cruelty seriously as a community crime is also consistent with the original philosophical beliefs behind the first American anti-cruelty laws. The first laws did not focus primarily on the fact that reducing animal cruelty would reduce animal suffering. Rather, we reasoned that animals should be treated humanely both as an expression of our own compassion and to avoid the corrupting impact violence and cruelty have on human morals. The resulting decline in animal suffering was a nice benefit, but it was certainly not the principal driving force behind the laws as originally conceived. Today, discussions about animal anti-cruelty laws place more emphasis on the goal of reducing animal suffering, but protecting man's heart from hardening continues to play a significant role in the legislative process.
Turning these philosophical beliefs into a consistent legislative scheme, however, has proven to be an elusive task. Under American law, animals are property, and this fact can have a profound impact on how the law treats a given animal, depending on the context in which we are interacting with the animal. For example, a pet mouse can receive substantial protection from cruel treatment. If that same mouse is a biomedical test subject, however, it will receive no legal protection whatsoever under state or federal law.
In practice, this dichotomy between the "haves" and the "have nots" is so stark that any underlying philosophy seeking to reduce suffering or protect the human soul from corruption becomes meaningless. We tend to apply our lofty ideals through legislative action only when convenient and only when they do not interfere with our economic advantage or property rights dogma. Nowhere do we see this dichotomy in such stark relief as when we compare the legal treatment of companion animals and farmed animals. For example, if beating a dog corrupts the human soul, why would beating a cow not have a similar corrupting effect? And if it does, then why don't we similarly legislate against that activity? Is there something that makes farm animals inherently different from companion animals? Does a "pet" pig have any less feeling than one raised for human consumption? Again, if not, then why do they receive such different treatment under the law?
To use a real life example, under federal law, a veterinarian in the U.S. can lose her license for simply failing to provide a cat or dog with properly ventilated housing and clean bedding.
17 Farmers, on the other hand, can confine a pregnant pig in a crate so small that she is unable to move, leave her there for her entire four-month pregnancy, and then return her to the crate as soon as she is impregnated again. They can force a cow to spend its entire life indoors, depriving him or her of any opportunity for fresh air, grazing, or exercise. They can slice off the majority of a chicken's beak, without anesthesia, to keep her from pecking other chickens when confined in overcrowded cages. This is because, in spite of the United States' extensive state-level animal welfare and anti-cruelty laws, the large majority of these laws specifically exclude farm animals and agricultural practices from their protection.
In fact, there are only two points in a farm animal's life when they receive any protection under federal law: when they go to slaughter, and when they are being transported long distances. Yet even these laws only apply to certain animals. Chickens, which account for ninety-five percent of all animals raised for human consumption, receive no federal protection at any point in their life. They can be transported to slaughter in extreme temperatures with no food, water or shelter, where they are then hung upside-down in shackles, run down a conveyor belt to have their throats cut and be dumped-sometimes while still consciousinto a tank of scalding water.
While there is no federal law that protects farm animals of any kind from abuse and suffering while living on the farm, the regulatory treatment of farm animals appears to be slowly improving at the state level. The state of Maine has taken a slightly different approach to livestock cruelty.
Rather than exempting farm animals from its anti-cruelty laws, it allows the owner to assert an affirmative defense if the animal is kept as part of an agricultural operation (and in compliance with best management practices for animal husbandry).
27 This is important because it allows lawsuits to enter the court system and shifts the burden of proof to the agricultural operation. The state of Oregon also allows for the criminal prosecution of livestock abuse, including commercially grown poultry and other animals subject to "good" animal husbandry. The plaintiff, however, has the burden of demonstrating that the abuser acted with gross negligence. over abuses against animals, and lawsuits against farmers (although we must now use this term very loosely) are an especially low priority. In the limited cases where the state does pursue a lawsuit aimed at protecting the welfare of farm animals, the standards for prosecution-that the abuse was malicious, intentional,
and not associated with commonly accepted farming practices-can be nearly impossible to prove.
Even more pervasive than the regulatory obstacles, however, is a lack of public support and pressure for the protection of farm animals. Historically, Americans have viewed farmers as "protectors" of the land and animals. And to a large extent this was true, because the farmer's livelihood-and the livelihood of his family-depended on his ability to sustain his land and keep his livestock healthy. There was no reason to label products as "free range," because that was all that existed. In such an environment, Americans felt that it was not only unnecessary to regulate farmers, but that such regulation would be contrary to our agrarian philosophy-the idea that working the land and raising food was the most honorable profession, one that deserved extra protection under the law. inherently cruel treatment of animals on factory farms-could generate sufficient pressure for a national reform of our farm animal cruelty laws. Whether we can accomplish this goal while still taking into account all other legitimate competing interests, such as economic, philosophic, legal and societal concerns, remains an open question. Only time will tell if farm animals (or laboratory animals) will ever receive the same level of legal protection, for the same philosophical reasons, as our companion animals.
